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CURRENT CONDITION OF SAGINAW BAY PUBLIC ACCESS SITES AND
IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED BASED ON PRESENT USER ACTIVITY
AND ANTICIPATED FUTURE DEMAND
INTRODUCTION

This survey was conducted in order to assess the current condition of
public access sites around Saginaw Bay and to deterwuine where and what
improvements should be made to meet increased user demand., Higher user
activity in the fufure 1s predicted on the basis of three premises -
significant improvements in Saginaw Bay water quality since the early
1970's, a recovery of the walleye fisheries populations, and the coatinuiag
increase in the number of registered watercraft and fishing license holders
1n Michigan,

Significant reductions in phosphorus loadings to Saginaw Bay (on the
order of 50% since 1974), due to the phosphate detergent ban and
improvements in municipal wastewater treatment facilities, have resulted in
appreciable improvements in water quality. Levels of algal biomass have
been reduced throughout the bay and prevalent blooms of auisance blue-green
algae populations, which generated low dissolved oxvgen levels, decreased
water clarity, and caused taste and odor problems in mazy areas of the bay,
have been reduced or eliminated (Stoermer, personal communication). This has
produced beneficial effects on fhe aesthetic qualities of the bay, as well
as better living conditions for most blological organisms. The improved
water quality recently led the Ianternational Joint Commission to remove
Saginaw Bay from a Class A area of concern with respect to eutrophication.

Historically, Saginaw Bay supported the second largest walleye fishery
on the Great Lakes until the 1940's when it collapsed as a result of a
series of year class fallures primarily related to overharvest by commercial

fishermen and poor water quality (Schneider and Leach, 1979). It is now

1



believed the potential for an immense walleye fishery In Saginaw Bay once
again exists due to improvements in water quality and changes in commercial
fishing regulations. The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) has
begun a massive walleye fingerling stocking program to rejuvenate the fishery
with the assistance of local sportsmen organizatioas. It 1s hoped the
walleye populations in the bay will recover as successfully as those in Lake
Erie, which increased 13007 from 2 million walleye in 1960 to 26 million in
1982 and now support a substantial recreational fishery. It is expected that
as the walleye populations increase, Saginaw Bay will not only draw anglers
who now travel to Lake Erie to fish walleye, but that this will stimulate
increased fishing activity from area anglers as well.

Michigan has more registered recreational watercraft (620,000) thaa aay
other state and this number continues to increase at an aanual rate of 1.5
perceat (MDNR Natural Resources Register, May 1982). There has been a
similar increase in the aumber of paid license holders (curreatly 1.5
million) of 1.3% anaually over the past 10 years (Sport Fishing Institute
Bulletin, June 1982). At the preseat rate of increase for watercraft and
anglers, it has been estimated that it will take expenditures of $145 million
by 1989 on public boat lauaching facilities and moorages 1n Michigan simply
to meet boating demand at the same level as is currently provided (MDN"
Natural Resources Register, May 1982).

These three factors - improved water quality, a more aumerous walleye
population, and an increasing number of aquatic recreationists - make it very
likely that there will be greater demand for Saginaw Bay public access
facilities in the future. This survey was undertaken in an attempt to
document that demand and to provide the basis on which plans for meeting the

demand can be formulated.
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A total of 18 public access sites were surveyed in the 4-county area
that encloses Saginaw Bay. Eight of the sites surveyed were in Huron
County, three were in Tuscola County, Bay County had flve sites, and Arenac
Couaty had two (Figure 1). The survey lnformation was generated in the form
of responses to a questionnaire (Figure 2) that were either obtained by
face-to-face iaterviews or from mailed returns of questionnaires that had
been left on automobile windshields at access sites. Tea field survey
clerks were statidned at various public access sites on Saginaw Bay on a
5-day~per-week random schedule for 40 hours per week from June 12, 1982
through August 23, 1982 to interview site users. The field clerk schedule
was arranged so that in addition to the survey days being randomly selected,
all hours from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. on any particular survey day were
raandomly sampled.” Each survey clerk was instructed to check each location
at least oace each survey day. Survey clerks varied both the length of stzy
and the time of day spent at each site from one day to the next so as to
gather 1nterviews in as randomized a fashion és possible. The clerks
interviewed shore users (shore anglers, picaicers, etc.) as well as bout
launch users but concentrated their efforts on those that used the boat
launches. When a clerk left a site, a questionnaire, in a stamped,
pre-addressed envelope, wes placed on the windshlield of towlag vehicles with
boat trailers attached. The response rate for mailed returas was 277, well
above average for mall surveys, indicating a strong interest in the survey.

Prior to deployment of the field survey clerk team, Region staff
distributed questionnaires for mailed return and iaterviewed site users twice
a week (once on a weekend day and once on a weekday) from mid-April through
mid-June. OQuestionnaires were distributed at access sites during October and

November, 1981, Questionnaire distribution by Regioa staff for ice fishing
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Telephone 517-752-0100

EAST CENTRAL MICHIGAN PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
P.O. BOX 930 « 500 FEDERAL » SAGINAW MICHIGAN 48606

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PUBLIC ACCESS QUESTIONNAIRE No.

The East Central Michigan Planning and Development Region is conducting a
survey of public access launch site users to help determine if additional
gites or improvements to existing sites are needed. You can help improve
access to Saginaw Bay by filling out this questionnaire and mailing it to us
in the stamped addressed envelope provided. Your opinions are important to us
and your response will be greatly appreclated.

Thank You Very Much. \L}:>\gﬁlijéL4A~S::q

William L. Yocum
Chief Planner

\

1. Which site did you use today? . Today's date:
2. Which of the following categories describe your use of this site today?

shore fishing

boat fishing

ice fishing
waterfowl hunting
recreational boating
other

3. How many times in the past 12 months have you used this site for each of
the following reasons?

shore fishing

boat fishing

1ce fishing
waterfowl hunting
recreational boating
other

4, Did you launch a boat here today?
a. Transportation method: Cartop Trailer

b. Length of the boat:
1. Powerboat
2. Rowboat
3. Canoe or Kayak
4, Sailboat

c. Horsepower of the motor, 1if any:
1., 1Inbo:z:d
2. Outboard
3. Inboard/OQutboard
4, No Motor

E R E B TR S G S N = Gl N O &N N .

Figure 2. Questionnaire ret i i
SA" tionna -‘_A,_uf??q by mail or asked of each person interviewed at Saginaw



9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

2=

How long were you at this site today?
a, Time arrived
b. Time departed

How many other people were in your group today?

If you also used another site today, which one?

Did you or will you spend the night in the area on this trip?

a. Motel
b. Campground
- public
- private
c. Vacation home
- own
- rent
d. Stay with friends/relatives

What town/city do you live in or near?

What county do you live in?

How many miles did you drive to get here from your home?

How long did it take you to get here from your home?

Have you filled this questionnaire out before? If yes, how many
times? .

ANSWER THE REMAINING QUESTIONS ONLY IF YOU HAVE NOT FILLED OUT THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE AT THIS SITE BEFORE.

14, 1Is there anything special you like or dislike about this site?
15, Does this site need any improvements? If so, what?
16. Do you think there should be more, fewer, or no change in the number of
public access sites on Saginaw Bay? Why?
17. Where would you like another site, if any?
Why?
18. Do you have any other comments?

Figure 2 (Continued)



site users was prevented by staff vacancles during Jaanuary, February, and early

March., Responses from ice fishermen were obtained by mailed return
questionnaires made avallable at balt shops located near the Bay.

The survey data from each Interview was computer coded, keypuanched on
to computer cards, and entered Into a data file. The data were analyzed by
computer using the Region's micro-computer as a terminal hookup to the
Michgan Interactive DataAAnalysis System (MIDAS) at The University of
Michigan. The data were grouped 1ato three levels for analysis starting
with all the data lumped together to get a summary for the entire Saginaw
Bay area. Secondly, the interviews from all sites within a specific county
were combined to get a county-level analysis for each of the four couaties.
And finally, each site was analyzed separately.

The results of surveys of this type can be influenced by the time of
year (winter versus summer), time of week (weekday versus weekend), and what
activity one is using the site for (shore fishing, boat angling, ice
fishing, etc.). Therefore, a breakdown of when the interviews were obtained
and the perceat from each us-r category (shore fishing, boat fishing, etc.)
at each site is given in Tables l-4. Most of the interviews came from the
May-August time period with about 60% of these coming from weekends. The
largest number of iaterviews came from boat anglers (54%) followed by shore
anglers (34%) and recreational boaters (11%).

SAGINAW BAY AREA SUMMARY

From the 2,667 iaterviews obtained, it was found that people came *o
use Saginaw Bay from 45 Michigan counties (Figure 3) and several other
states including some as far away as Texas and Florida though less than 1%
came from out-of-state. This is almost identical to the results of a 1980
MDNR survey of 10,916 fishermen in the Michigan waters of Lake Erie where
anglers were fouad to have come from 46 Michigan counties to fish

7



Table 1. Percent of interviews obtained from each month for each site.

Month
Site N* Oct Nov Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
Saginaw Bay 2667 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 4 19 23 38 14
Arenac Co. 311 - 2 0.5 0.5 10 18 28 29 12
Bay Co. 841 - - 1 1 1 26 29 32 10
Tuscola Co. 299 - 1 1 2 3 12 17 50 14
Huroa Co. 1217 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 5 15 19 42 17
Au Gres 286 - 2 - 1 10 16 29 29 13
Pine River 25 - - 4 - 28 32 16 20 -
Pinconning 46 - - - - - 7 22 51 20
Coggins Rd. 103 4 - 6 3 2 3 15 35 32
Linwood 64 2 - - 3 - 11 8 48 28
Veteraas Park 16 - - - - 13 61 13 13 - -
Smith Park/Esxv. 562 - - - 1 - 32 33 30 4
Quanicassee 195 - 1 1 1 4 8 15 50 20
Tietz Drailn 37 - - - 3 3 16 38 40 -
Allen Drain 62 - - - - 2 23 " 14 56 5
Sebewalng 119 1 1 - - - 11 19 47 21
Sumac Island 110 1 2 - 2 7 16 26 39 7
Fin & Feather 42 14 5 - - 2 31 2 41 5
Filion Rd. 115 - - 1 - 2 4 26 42 25
Caseville 367 - - - 1 12 19 20 37 11
Oak Beach 90 - - 1 - - 12 4 50 33
Port Austin 147 - - - 1 - 18 19 39 23
Grindstone City 217 - - - 1 - 10 21 50 18
* Number of site users interviewed
8
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Table 2. Percent of interviews obtained on weekends and percent of each month's
interviews obtalned on weekends for each site.
Month
Total on
Site N*  Weekends Oct Nov TFeb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
Saginaw Bay 2667 62 - - 100 0 0 85 55 63 56
* Arenac Co. 311 66 - - - 0 0 100 42 81 100
Bay Co. 841 67 - - 100 0 0 71 60 72 61
Tuscola Co. 299 69 - - - - 0 100 48 71 79
Huroa Co. 1217 56 - - 100 0 0 95 55 53 41
Au Gres 286 68 - - - 0 0 100 44 82 100
Pine River 25 46 - - - - - - - - -
Pinconning 46 65 - - - - - 100 70 67 44
Coggins Rd. 103 57 - - 100 0 0 100 50 "1 67
Linwood 64 75 - - - - - 100 60 81 61
Veteraas Park 16 75 - - - - - - - - -
Smith Park/Esxv. 562 67 - - - - - 65 63 74 57
Quanicassee 195 70 - - - - 0 100 52 73 77
~ Tietz Drain 37 53 - - - - 0 100 36 53 -
Allen Draia 62 77 - - - - 0 100 56 74 100
Sebewalag 119 72 - - - - - 100 50 67 92
Sumac Island 110 49 - - - - 0 28 24 39 10
Fin & F ather 42 71 - - - - 0 92 100 59 50
Filion Rd. 115 43 - - 100 - 0 100 47 5 17
Caseville 367 54 - - - - 0 97 54 52 46
Oak Beach 90 43 - - - - - 91 33 47 20
Port Austin 147 59 - - - - - 96 68 53 32
Grindstone City 217 58 - - - 0 - 100 64 53 42

* Number of site users laterviewed



Table 3. Type of activity conducted by site users on the day interviewed for each

site.
Activity (%)
Shore Boat Ice Waterfowl Recreational

Site N* Fishing Fishing Fishing Hunting Boating Other
Saginaw Bay 2667 34 56 0.1 0.1 11.3 0.5
Arenac Co. 311 21 70 ° - - 8.3 0.7
Tuscola Co. 299 45 46 - - 8.3 0.7
Huron Co. 1217 36 59 - 0.1 4.3 0.6
Au Gres 286 19 71 - - 9 1
Pine River 25 42 50 - - 8 -
Pinconaing 46 9 63 - - 28 -
Coggians Rd. 103 24 74 1 - 1 -
Linwood 64 13 64 - - 23 -
Veterans Park 16 19 13 - - 62 6
Smith Park/Esxv. 562 31 42 - - 27 -
Quanicassee 195 30 57 - - 12 1
Tietz Drain 37 74 23 - - 3 -
Allen Drain 62 69 26 - - 3 2
Sebewaing 119 3 80 - - 16 1
Sumac Island 110 35 62 - 1 1 1
Fin & Feather 42 15 79 - - 3 3
Filion d. 115 73 22 - - 4 1
Caseville 367 42 55 - - 3 -
0ak Beach 90 2 81 - - 17 -
Port Arstin 147 54 45 - - - 1
Grindstoane City 217 30 67 - - 3 -

* Number of site users interviewed

10
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Table 4. Percent of interviews obtained on weekends for each activity type at each

site,
Activity
Shore Boat Ice Waterfowl Recreational
Site N* Fishing Fishing Fishing Hunting Boating Other
Saginaw Bay 2667 51 65 100 100 75 71
Arenac Co. 311 52 67 - - 93 100
Bay Co. 841 26 89 100 - 95 67
Tuscola Co. 299 62 74 - - 77 100
Huron Co. 1217 42 63 - 100 64 57
Au Gres 286" 55 67 - - 96 100
Pine River 25 - - - - - -
Pinconaing 46 75 69 - - 54 -
Coggins Rd. 103 46 61 100 - 100 -
Linwood 64 88 72 - - 79 -
Veterans Park 16 - - - - - -
Smith Park/Esxv. 562 60 65 - - 78 -
Quanicassee 195 53 78 - - 74 100
Tietz Drailn 37 50 50 - - 100 -
Allen Drailn 62 81 63 - - 100 100
Sebewalng 119 67 72 - - 79 50
Sumac Island 110 29 67 - - 100 0
Fin & Feather 42 60 70 - - 100 100
Filion Rd. 115 42 44 - - 20 100
Caseville 367 41 62 - - 82 :
Oak Beach 90 0 42 - - 53 -
Port Austin 147 42 80 - - - 100
Grindstone City 217 42 66 - - 33 -
* Number of site users interviewed
11
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Figure 3. Michigan counties of origin of all Saginaw Bay public access site users interviewed.
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predominantly (71%) for walleye (Ryckman, personal communication). Sixty
perceat of the Saglaaw Bay public access site users came from the four
counties bordering the bay. Twelve percent came from the tri-county Detroit
area (Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb Counties) and the remaining 182 from other
counties with the number from each decreasing as its distance from the Bay
increased.

The average site user drove 51 miles to get to the site and 25% drove
100 or more miles (Table 5). The mean travel time was 1.2 hours (95%
Confidence Interval (CI) 1.1-1,4), People cauze from further away during
the summer vacatioa months of July and Aﬁgust. On average there were three
people in the group of each individual interviewed (generally only one
person from each group was interviewed).

Twenty percent of the site users spent the anfght In the area in
temporary accommodations with 60% of overnight use océurring on weekends,
The accommodations used by overanighters was brokea down as follows: 34%

stayed ia public campgrounds, 27% in their own vacation homes, 187% with

. friends or relatives, 10% ia motels, 7% at private campgrounds, and 4% ia

reanted vacation homes,

Of the 2,667 site users interviewed, 547 were boat fishermen, 347 were
shore anglers, and 11% were recreational boaters (Table 3). The average
persos had been shore fishing at that site a mean of 3.3 times (957 CI
2.9-3.7), boat fishing 6.1 times (957 CI 5.6-6.5), ice fishing 1.3 times
(95% CI 1.0-1.5), waterfowl hunting 0.18 times (95% CI 0.11-0.24),
recreational boating 1.4 times (95% CI 1.2-1.7), or for some other use 0.l4
times (95% CI 0.054-0.23) in the past 12 moaths. This indicates that the
people Interviewed used the public access sites predominaatly to launch a
boat followed by shore angling and ice fishing. Ian fact, 52% launched a
boat at the site where they were laterviewed three or more times in the past

13



Te>le 5. Miles traveled by site users to reach each site.
Miles
95%
Confidence
Site N* < 20 > 50 > 100 Mean Interval
Saginaw Bay 2580 - 16 51 25 50.7 (48.1, 53.4)
Arenac Co. 304 6 61 24 70.9 (65.8, 75.9)
Bay Co. 818 71 8 3 17.7 (14.6, 20.8)
Tuscola Co. 287 42 17 5 29.0 (25.0, 33.0)
Huron Co. 1171 3 71 36 73.9 (69.3, 78.5)
Au Gres 279 8 77 24 72.8 (67.6, 78.0)
Plne River 25 32 44 12 48.7 (30.9, 66.4)
Pinconaing 45 20 18 9 30.7 (20.3, 41.1)
Coggins Rd. 99 23 11 - 26.3 (23.4, 29.3)
Linwood 62 58 6 - 18.3 (14.0, 22.5)
Veterans Park 14 63 - - 9.7 ( 4.9, 14.5)
Smith Park/Esxv. 549 86 6 3 12.5 (10.5, 14.5)
Quanicassee 189 57 11 3 22.3 (18.1, 26.5)
Tietz Drain 35 17 31 17 43,9 (25.9, 61.9)
Allen Drain 58 25 28 ] 41,8 (33.3, 50.2)
Sebewaing 114 62 86 2 21.4 (16.2, 26.7)
Sumac Island 104 15 46 9 48 .4 (33.6, 63.3)
Fin & Feather 38 31 44 21 59.5 (41.3, 77.7)
Filion Rd. 29 11 62 30 78.5 (62.8, 94.2)
Caseville 354 10 73 28 77.6 (69.7, 85.6)
Oak Beach 86 18 59 41 70.2 (59.7, 80.7)
Port Austin 141 9 84 57 104.9 (86.9, 122.9)
Grindstone City 216 14 76 47 91.5 (80.0, 103.0)
* Number respondiag to the question
14



12 months and 27% had launched a boat there 10 or more times. Only 21%
fished from shore three or more times and only 9% shore fished 10 times or
more, Eleven percent had ice fished at the location interviewed and only 2%
had hunted waterfowl there in the last 12 months.

Ninety-nine percent of the boats had been trallered to the launch site
and the remaining one percent were cartopped. Ninety-five percent were
powerboats, 2.5% were sallboats, 2% were rowboats, and 0.5% were canoces or
kayaks. The mean boat length was 16,9 feet with 55% being 16' or less, 197
at 18' or more, and 9% being 20' or more (Table 6). Seventy-four percent
were powered by outboards, 18% by inboard/outboards, and 8% by inboards.

The mean motor horsepower (hp) was 79.3 (Table 7). Eleven percent were
under 20 hp, 50% were less than 70 hp, 317 were over 100 hp, and 16% were
150 hp or more (Table 7).

The busiest ;rrival time at the sites was between 8:00 and 11:00 a.m.
when 367 of the site users arrived. Sixteen percent came before eight in
the morning. Seventy percent had arrived by 1:00 p.m. but only 147% had left
by then. People stayed an average of 5.5 hours and the busiest departure
time was between 2:00 and 5:00 p.m. when 417 departed. Twenty-five pecrcent
were still using the site after six in the evening. People arrived earlier
and stayed longer in May during the spring yellow perch runs aﬁd on
weekends,

In response to question 15 (Figure 2) fifty-seven percent of the site
users wanted more public access -~ites on Saginaw Bay. Twenty-eight percent
sald there were enough sites but that they needed improving. This response
was recelved more frequently at sites with shallow boat channels than at
sites with decper channels. Te.. percent did not respond to the question and

4% did not know. Of those that wanted more sit.3, the number one reason



Table 6., Length in feet of boats launched at each site.

Boat Length

95%

Confidence
Site N* < 16 < 18 > 20 Mean Interval
Saginaw Bay 1733 55 81 9 16.9 (16.7, 17.0)
Arenac Co. 240 55 81 14 16.9 (16.5, 17.2)
Bay Co. 572 56 84 5 16.6 (16.4, 16.8)
Tuscola Co. 159 63 89 5 16.2 (15.9, 16.6)
Huron Co. 762 52 77 13 17.2 (17.0, 17.5)
Au Gres 227 53 81 10 16.9 (16.6, 17.3)
Pine River 13 85 85 - 15.5 (l4.1, 16.8)
Pincoaning 42 88 98 2 14.8 (14.3, 15.4)
Coggins Rd. 50 90 98 1 14.9 (l14.6, 15.2)
Linwood 51 80 98 2 15.2 (l4.6, 15.7)
Veterans Park 13 23 62 31 18.1 (16.6, 19.6)
Smith Park/Esxv. 384 43 78 14 17.2 (17.0, 17.5)
Quanicassee "133 62 88 6 16.3 (15.9, 16.7)
Tietz Drain 9 78 100 - 15.0 (14,0, 16.0)
Allen Drain 17 59 88 12 16.2 (15.2, 17.3)
Sebewaing 115 44 79 17 17.3 (16.9, 17.8)
Sumac Island 69 49 88 3 15.6 (15.1, 16.1)
Fia & Feather 34 94 100 - 15.1 (14.6, 15.7)
Filion Rd. 31 81 97 - 15.0 (14.3, 15.7)
Caseville 206 40 71 22 17.8 (17.4, 18.2)
Oak Beach 88 78 94 2 15.8 (14.9, 16.7)
Port Austin 62 27 44 50 19.4 (18.6, 20.3)
Grindstone City 147 40 69 26 18.0 (17.5, 18.4)
* Number of boats
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Table 7. Motor horsepower of boats launched at each site.

Motor Horsepower

95%

Confidence
Site N* < 20 < 70 > 100 > 150 Mean Interval
Saglnaw Bay 1689 11 50 31 16 79.3 (75.9, 82.6)
Arenac Co. 237 16 51 32 15 86.6 (76.2, 97.0)
Bay Co. 544 14 49 33 20 82.1 (75.4, 88.7)
Tuscola Co. 154 9 52 22 7 62.9 (55.4, 70.5)
Huron Co. 754 10 49 31 14 78.3 (73,8, 82,8)
Au Cres 226 14 49 34 16 87.8 (77.0, 98.5)
Pine River 11 31 85 8 8 62.3 (18.0, 106.5)
Pinconning 30 53 93 3 3 28.1 (16.4, 39.7)
Coggins Rd. 77 49 96 3 - 25.2 (20.1, 30.2)
Linwood 44 45 90 2 - 26.5 (18.7, 34.2)
Veterans Park 13 - 31 61 54 142.6 (94.6, 190.6)
Smith Park/Esxv. 378 10 4] 40 24 102.3 (94.0, 110.5)
Quaaicassee 131 18 53 21 7 67.6 (59.3, 75.8)
Tietz Draia 6 75 100 - - 18.2 ( 4.9, 31.4)
Allen Drain 17 8 77 15 8 43.1 (22.4, 63.9)
Sebewaing 113 9 42 35 12 87.1 (76.6, 97.7)
Sumac Island 69 22 89 3 - 33.6 (27.1, 40.0)
Fin & Feather 36 39 - 92 - - 28.5 (20.8, 136.2)
Filion Rd. 29 34 93 4 - 32.2 (23.2, 41.2)
Caseville 204 7 41 39 17 94 .4 (85.4, 103.3)
Oak Beach 83 30 80 1 1 36.4 (30.2, 42.7)
Port Austin 62 10 26 52 40 120.4 (99.8, 141.0)
Grindstone City 148 5 33 41 19 96.7 (86.9, 106.6)
* Number of motors
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given (36%) was that there would then be more places to go and more variety.
The second largest response (297%) was that wlith more sites there would more
of a chance of getting away from the crowds at the other sites.

The place mentioned most often for the addition of another site was
between Caseville and Port Austin in Huron County (21%). The next preferred
location was the Bay City area in Bay County followed by some place between
Au Gres and Tawas in Arenac County. When the bay shoreline was divided into
regions, 347 requested a site on the east side north of Sebewaing, 23% on
the west side north of Pinconning, and 43% in the southern section between
Sebewalng and Pinconning.

There were three major responses as to why someone preferred an
additional site in a particular location. Twenty-nine percent sald there
was a need for more or better access in that area, 29% sald it was a good
fishing :rea that needed access, and 247 sald it would provide them with a
usable boat ramp closer to their home or vacation cottage,

When asked if there was anything in particular they liked or disliked
about the site only 387% mentioned that they disliked something. More
boaters had negative comments (41%) than did shore anglers (31%). But when
asked if the site needed any improvements, 597 responded affirmatively. Of
those that mentioned specific improvements, the largest group (34%) wanted
improvements made on the size of the site including parking facilities and
the number of boat launches. The second largest request (197) was that the
channel be dredged. More complalnts and requests for Improvements about
inadequate site size were received in May and on weekends., Whereas the most
common complaints from boaters dealt with either better or more launches or
dredging the channel, the most prevalent concerns of shore anglers were the

condition or absence of rest rooms and site wmaiat=-unance.
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Additional improvement requests that were received included the

following: picnic tables at the site, pumps or water faucets for drinking

water, better iansect control, landscaping with more trees and shrubs, night
lighting for parking areas and the end of the channel, channel markers,
stocking more fish, better or more docks, camping facilities, and improving
the access road.

Favorable comments mentioned included the following: good fishing area,
good boat ramp, good location, like the site in general, like maintenance,
close to home or cottage, like deep channel, like docks, like restrooms, and
like the aesthetics or peacefulness of the sites.

In respoanse to whether or aot they had any other comments to make, the
most common answer (other than no) was that somebody dredge or improve the

other sites around the bay (22%).
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AREA SUMMARIES BY COUNTY

Huron County

Huron County drew users of Saginaw Bay public access sites from more
Michigan counties (35) than any of the other three countles bor&ering the
bay (Figure 4)., However, Huron County also has more public access sites on
Saginaw Bay (8) than any other county. The sites surveyed in Huron County
were Sebewaing, Sumac Island, Fin and Feather, Filion Road, Caseville, Oak
Beach, Port Austin, and Grindstone City (Figure 1), Forty-one percent of the
1,217 site users ianterviewed came from the local area of Huron (23%),
Tuscola (16%), and Sanilac (2%) counties. The next largest group came from
the 3-county Bay City-Saginaw~-Flint area (27%). Twenty-three perceat
journeyed from the tri-county Detioit area of Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb
counties. The remaining 9% arrived from the other counties with the number
from each decreasing as its distance from the bay increased. There was a
slightly greater portion (5% greater) of non-local anglers on weekends.

The average Huron County site user drove 74 miles, similar to the mean
of 71 miles for Arenac County but siganificantly greater than the 18 and 29
mile means for Bay aand Tuscola couaties respectively (Table 5). Thirty-six
perceat of the Huron County site users drove 100 or more miles while only 8%
drove less than twenty miles. The mean travel time to the site was 1.8 hours
(95% €I 1,5-2,0) with 447 speading two or more hours on the road to get to
the site and 137 takling three or more hours. There was an average of three
people 1n each group interviewed and they came from further away in July and
August.

Thirty-four perceant of the people interviewed in Huron County spent the

aight in the area somewhere other than their own home with 55% of overalght
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use occurring on weekends. Thirty-one percent of those that spent the night
stayed at public campgrouands, 287% in their own vacation homes, 18% with
relatives or friends, 11% in motels, 7% at private campgrounds,-and 5% in
rented vacatlon homes.

Fifty-nine percent of the Huron County site users interviewed were
boat fishermen, 367 were shore anglers, and 4% were recreational boaters
(Table 3)., From this composite of 1,217 site users, the average persoa was
found to have used the site where interviewed a mean of 3.0 times (957 CI
2.5-3.5) for shore angling, 7.1 times (95% CI 6.3-7.9) for boat fishing, 1.3
times (95% CI 0.95-1.7) for ice fishing, 0.24 times (95% CI 0.12-0.37) for
waterfowl hunting, 0.80 times (95% CI 0.59-1.0) for recreational boating,
and 0.23 (95% CI 0.052-0.42) for some o;her reason in the past twelve
months. Fifty—~one percent had launched a boat at least three times in the
past 12 months at the site where interviewed and 36% had launched a boat 10
times or more indicating a large amount of repeat use by boaters. Though
56% had not fished from shore at the site where interviewed, 217 had done so
three or more times and 9% at least 10 times in the past year. Twelve
percent had ice fished at the locatlon where interviewed and only 3% had
hunted waterfowl there within the prior 12 moaths.

Ninety-aine percent of the boats had been trailered to the Huron CHruanty
lauach sites and the remalning one percent were cartoppad, Ninety-six
percent were powerboats, 2% were rowboats, 1.5% were sailboats, and 0.57%
were canoes or kayaks. The mean boat length was 17,2 feet — the largest mean
boat length for any of the four bay counties (Table 6)., Fifty-two percent
of the launched boats were 16' in length or less, 23% were 18' or more, aad
13% were greater than or equal to 20 feet (Table 6)? Seventy—-four percent
were powered by outboard motors, 21% by inboard/outboards, and 5% by

inboards.
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The mean motor horsepower was 78.3 (Table 7). Ten perceant were uader 20 hp,
497 were less than 70 hp, 31% were 100 hp or larger, and 14% were 150 hp or
more (Table 7).

The busiest arrival time at the Huron County sites was betﬁeen 8:0. and
11:00 a.m. when 33% of the site users arrived. By eight in the morning, 22%
had arrived. Eighty-one percent had come by 1:00 p.m. but only 127 had gone
by then. People stayed an average of 6.0 hours and the buslest departure
time was betweea 2:00 and 5:00 p.m. when 407 departed. Twenty-nine percent
were still using the site after six in the evening. People arrived earlier
and stayed longer in May during the yellow perch ruans and on weekends.

Fifty-four percent of those interviewed at Huroa County sites said th:
would like more public access sites on Saginaw Bay. Thirty—-three percent
felt there were enough sites but that they needed improving. Nine percent
did not respond to the question and 3% did not know. The two major reasons
given for wanting more sites were that this would provide more places to go
(367%) and give one a better chance at getting away from the crowds at the
other sites (30%).

The locatlion mentioned most often in response to where the Huroa Couaty
slte iaterviewee would prefer an additional access site was the area between
Caseville and Port Austin (427). The next most common area mentioned was that
between Au Gres and Tawas in Arenac County (17%). When the bay shoreline was
divided into regions, 61% requested an additional site for somewhere in Huron
County, 247 on the west side north of Pinconning, and 157 in the southe:n area
between Pinconning and Sebewailng.

When asked why they preferred an additional site in the particular
location given by them, 30% of those respoanding to the question sald It was

because there was a need for more or better access in that area., Twenty -six

23



percent said it would put them closer to a good fishing area, and 17%
mentioned it wéuld provide them with a site closer to their home or vacation
cottage,

When asked if thére was anything in particular they liked or disliked
about the site, only 377% meationed a dislike., Forty—-three perceant of the
boaters had negatlve commeats but oaly 26% of the shore anglers disliked
something. However, when asked if the site needed any improvements, 57%
sald that it did. Thirty-seven percent wanted improvements made on the
launch or docks. Thirty-five percent said the site needed eanlarging in
terms of more parking area, more boat launching ramps, or both. The last
major category of improvement requests was that the site be dredged (19%).
Requests for ealarging the site were three times more naumerous in May tuaan
any other month and twice ‘s great on weekends versus weekdays.

0f those that had other comments to make at the end of the
questioanaire, the gomment made most often was that the other sites around

the bay should be dredged and improved.

Tuscola County

People came to Saglnaw Bay public access sites in Tuscola County from
22 Michigan counties (Figure 5). The thre. sites in Tuscola Couaty where
interviews were obtained were Quanicassee, Tietz Draln, and Allen Drain
(Figure 1). Thirty-two percent of the 299 site users Interviewed had come
from Tuscola County. The tri-county area (Bay, Saginaw, and Genesee)
containing Bay City, Saginaw, and Flint provided another 59 percent. The
remalning 9% came from the other 18 couaties with the number from each
decreasing as its distance from the Bay increased.

The average site user drove only 29 miles to reach a Tuscola Couaty
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Figure 5. Michigan counties of origin of Saginaw Bay public access site users interviewed
in Tuscola County.



slte and just a few (5%) drove over 100 miles (Table 5). This was much less
than both the Saginaw Bay area mean of 51 miles and the proportion that
drove 100 or more miles (257%) to get to a site ia the 4-county bay region.
The mean travel time to a site in Tuscola Couaty was 38 minutes (95% CI
33.6-43,2) and 697% spent less than an hour on the road to get there. There
was an average of three people in each group lnterviewed and they came from
greater distance in June.

Only 7% speat the night in the area compared to a bay-wide average of
20 percent, TFifty-five percent of the temporary overaight use occurred on
weekends, The facllities used as transient accommodations were public
campgrounds (46%), owned vacation homes (27%), friends or relative's home
(23%), and motels (47).

Forty=-six percent of the people intervieved 1n Tuscola County were boat
fishermen, 45% were shore anglers, and 9% were recreational boaters (Table
3). Among the composite of 299 site users, the average person had used the
site where interviewed a mean of 4.4 times (957 CI 3.1-5.7) for shore
fishing, 5.0 times (95% CI 4.0-6.0) for boat angling, 1.0 times (95% CI
0.50-1,60) for ice fishing, 0.24 times (95% CI 0.079-0.400) for waterfowl
hunting, 0.80 times (95% CI 0.59-1.00) for recreational boating, and 0.23
tlmes (95% CI 0.052-0.420) for some other activity such as picnicing, during
the past 12 moaths, Fifty-one perceat had lauached a boat at least three
times in the last year at th. slite where interviewed and 277 had lauached a
boat 10 or more times. Only 49% had not fished from shore at the site and
297% had done so three or more times. Eleven percent had ice fished at the
location where interviewed and 4% had hunted waterfowl there withia the last
12 moaths.

Ninety—-elght percent of the boats had been trailered to the Tuscola
County launch slites with the remaining two perceat having been cartopped.
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Ninety-five perceant were powerboats, 2.4% were rowboats, 1.2%Z were
sallboats, and 1.2% were canoes or kayaks. The mean boat length, at 16.2
feet, was the smallest of the four couaties surveyed (Table 6). Sixty~three
perceat of the launched boats were 1l6' or less in length and 892 were 18' or
less (Table 6). Only 5% were 20' long or longer. Most of the boats were
powered by outboards (827%), followed by inboard/Outboards (12%), and iaboards
(6%). The 62,9 mean horsepower of the motors was also the smallest of the
four surveyed countles (Table 7). Nine percent of the motors were under 20
hp, 527 were smaller than 70 hp, 78% were less thaan 100 hp, and only 7% were
larger than 150 hp (Table 7). |

The largest iaflux of people at the Tuscola Couaty sites occur.ed
between 9:00 a,m. and noon when 32% of the daily site users arrived. People
ten’ed to arrive later but then leave later at Tuscola County sites than they
did in the other three couanties, Only 7% had arrived by 8:00 a.m, in Tuscola
County versus 227 in Huron County. Though the largest aumber of people
departed between 2:00 and 5:00 p.m. (44%) as was found to be the case ia the
other counties as well, 347 still remained at the site after 6:00 p.m. versus
a bay-wide average of 25 perceat. Additionally, people stayed an average of
only 4.2 hours, the least amount of time for any of the four couaties.

Fifty-four percent of the Tuscola County site users interviewed thought
there should be more public access sites oan Saginaw Bay. The two major
reasons jiven for wanting more sites were 8o there would be more places to go
(35%) and so the crowds at each individual site would be less (20%). Another
21% responded that no new sites need to be added but that the ones that are
there curreantly should be improved. Fifteen perceat did not zasw r the
question and 97 did not have an opinica.

0f those people who mentioned a particular locatlion for a new sit:, the
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greatest percentage (217) wanted one in Tuscola County. On a region basis,

23% wanted a new site on the west side of the bay north of Pinconaning,

another 23% would prefer one on the east side north of Sebewalag, but most

(54%) wanted a site in the southern portion between Pincoanlng and
Sebewaing. Thirty percent chose the area they did because it was a good
fishing area that they would like better access to. Twenty-five percent
said their favored area would be closer to their home or vacation cottage.
Nineteen percent said that the area they specified simply needed more
access.

Only 11% of those Interviewed at Tuscola County public access sites
oiiginally meantioned that th=y disliked somet} ‘ng about the site but when
asked if the site needed any improvements 44% said that it did (41% of shnre
anglers and 447 of boat fishermen). Of those that wanted improvements made,
41% would like to see the site enlarged in terms of more parking (13%) and
more boat launchiag ramps (28%). Twenty-five percent said the chaanel
should be dredged and another 25% wanted more or improved docks. Twice as
many requests, in proportlon to the others, were received for more or bigger
ramps in July and August and on weekends., Of those that had other comments
to make at the end of the interview, the largest single categofy of 1esponse
(24%) was that other sltes arouad the bay be dredged a:d improved.

Bay County

People were Interviewed at five public access sites ia Bay Couanty.
These sites iacluded Pinconaing, Coggins Road, Linwood, Veterans Memorial
Park in Bay City, and Smith Park in Essexville (Figure 1). The 841 site
users interviewed were found to have come from 14 Michigan counties (Figure

6). Seventy-six perceant had come from Bay Couanty, 14% from the
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Saginaw~Flint two-county area and 4% from the tri-county Detroit area of
Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb counties. The remaining 6% came from the other
elght counties.

The average site user drove only 18 miles to reach a Bay County site
and only 6% traveled from 100 or more miles away (Table 5). The 18 mile
mean for Bay County was well below the 74 and 71 mile averages for Huroa and
Arenac counties respectively and lower than the 29 mile mean for Tuscola
County as well, It took the average site user only 31 minutes (95% CI
22-38) to reach the site versus a bay-wide mean of one hour and 18 miautes.
There was an average of three people in each group interviewed and they came
from further away in May and July.

Only 2% spent the night in the area at transient accommodations versus
347 of Huron County site users, 25% of those at Arenac County sites, and 7%
of the people interviewed in Tuscola County. Seveaty-eight percent of the
overnight use in Bay County occurred on weekends. Of the 2% that spent the
night, 37% stayed in public campgrounds, 327 with relatlves or frieads, 167%
in their own vacatica homes, 107 at private campgrouads, and 5% in motels.

Forty-six perceat of the Bay Couanty site users Interviewed were boat
anglers, 31%Z were shore fishermen, and 23% were recreational boaters (Table
3). The respoanses of the 841 people interviewed showed that the average
person had been shore fishing at the site where interviewed 3.9 times (95%
CI 3.1-4.8), boat angling 5.1 times (95% CI 4.3-5.9), ice fishing 1.4 times
(95% €I 0.92-1.80), waterfowl hunting 0.13 times (95% CI 0.045-0.21),
recreatiowsl boatlng 2.6 times (95% CI 2.0-3.,1), or for some miscellaneocus
reason 0.03 times (95% CI 0.0048-0.0570) during the past year. Fifty-three
perceat had launched a boat three or more times at the location where

interviewed in the prior 12 mon:hs and 287 had launched a boat at least 10
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times. Sixty-seven percent of those interviewed had never shore fished at
that site 1n the last year but 22% had done so three times or more and 10%
had a miaimum of 10 times, Eleven percent had ice fished at the site where
interviewed and 2% had huated waterfowl from there within the previous 12
months,

All the boats launched at the Bay County sites had been trallered, none
had been cartopped. Ninety-two pevcent were powerboats, 47 were sailboats,.
3% were rowboats, and 1% were canoes or kayaks. The mean boat length was
16.6 feet (Table 6). Fifty=-six percent of the launched boats were 16' in
length or less, 847 were 18' or less, and only 57 were 20' or larger (Table
6). Seventy-two percent of the boats were powered by outboard motors, 16%
by inboard/outboards, and 127 by inboards. The average size of the motors
was 78.9 hp (Table 7). Fourteen percent were uader 20 hp, 49% were less
than 70 hp, 33% were 100 hp or more, and 207 were at least 150 hp (Table 7).

Arrival times at the Bay County sltes were evealy distributed between
8:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. with only 20% of the site users arriving after one
in the afterncon. People stayel an average of 4.4 hours with 42% leaving
sometime betwéen 2:00 p,m, and five in the afternoon, Only 197 had left the
site by 1:00 p.m. but by 6;00 p.m. 81% had departed. Site users arrived
earlier and stayed longer in May during the yellow perch spawning ruas.

Sixty-eight percent of the people interviewed in Gay County thougnt
there should be more public access sites on Saginaw Bay. The major reasons
given for waating more sites were so there would be more places to go (39%)
and so each individual site would be less crowded (37%)., Twenty—four
perceat thought there was no need for more sites if existing sites were
improved. An additional 5% did not respond to the question and 2% did not
have an opiaioa.

Of those that specified a particul:r locatioan where they would like to
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have a new site, 85% said they would prefer one in the Bay City area. When
the Saginaw Bay shoreline area was divided into regions, only 4% wanted a
new site on the east side north of Sebewainé, 7% would like one on the west
side north of Pinconaing, but 897 wanted one in the southern poftion between
Pinconning and Sebewaing. With respect to why a person preferred a site at
a particular locatlon, the leading response (33%) was that it would be
closer to their home or vacation cottage. The next most common reasons
given were that it was a good fishing area (27%) or that the area mentioned
simply needed more access (20%).

Thirty~four perceat of the people iﬁterviewed in Bay County mentioned a
specific dislike when asked 1f there was anything they liked or disliked
about the site. However, when asked if the site needed any improvemeats,
74% said that it did (797 of recreational boaters, 75% of boat fishermen,
and 69% of shore anglers). Requests for improvements to the boat launch and
docks (34%) was the largest request category. FEighteen perceant waated the
site enlarged in terms of more parkiag space or more launches. Thirteen
percent sald there was a need for restrooms or better malintenance of
existing restrooms; this was the leading request of shore anglers. It also
ranked high for both recreational boaters and boat fishermen falling in
secoad place for each group after the desire for more or improved dockiag
facilities. The proportion of complaints received about restroom facilities
was twice as great in May and June. The proportion recelved about the site
being too small in terms of parking and numbe: of launching ramps was twice
as great in June and July and three times as numerous on weekends., Whan
asked if they had any other comments to mee at the end of the interview,
the most common response was the request for more patrols by law enforcement

officers to curtatl the excessive speed of boats in designated low speed
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areas.' This comment was mostly received from anglers at the Smith Park site

in Essexville,

Arenac County

People were interviewed at the Au CGres and Pine River public access
sites on Saglnaw Bay in Arenac County (Figure 1). The 311 site users
interviewed were found to have come from 28 Michigan counties (Figure 7).
Twelve perceant had come from Arenac Couaty, 54% from the Bay City-Saginaw-
Flint three couanty area, and 5% from the tri-county Detroit region of Wayne,
Oakland, and Macomb counties. Twenty-nine percent came from the remaining
counties with the largest share (7%) coming from Midland County.

The average slte user drove 71 miles to reach an Arenac County silte
(Table 5). This was second only to the 74 mile mean for Huroa County.
Sixty-one percent drove 50 miles or more and 247 traveled over 100 miles to
reach the site (Teble 5). The average travel time was 1.5 hours (95% CI
1,4-1,7) with 857 of the site users taking more than aan hour to get to the
site, Tweaty-aine perceat took over two hours and twelve perceat speant over
three hours. Agaln, there was an average of three people in the group of
each person interviewed and they came from slightly further away on
weekends.,

Twenty-five percent of the Arc¢ ac County site users spent the night in
the area at temporary accommodations, This was less thaa the 34% that
stayed overaight in Huroa County but was significantly greater than the 7%
and 27 figures for Tuscola aad Bay counties respectively. Seventy-six
percent of overnight use in Arenac Couaty occurred on weekends. Of those
that spent the night, 43% stayed in public campgrouands, 237 in their owa
vacation homes, 14% with relatives or friends, 97 at motels, 8% in private

campgcounds, and 3% at reated vacation homes.
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Seventy percent of the site users interviewed were boat anglers, 21%
were shore fishermen, and 87 were recreational boaters (Table 3). The
combined information from the 311 interviews showed that the average site
user had used that location for shore fishing 1.5 times (95% CI 0.79-2.20),
boat angling 5.7 times (95% CI 4.5-6.9), ice fishing 1.4 times (95% CI
0.26~1.50), waterfowl hunting 0,023 times (95% CI 0,005-0.050), recreational
boating 1.1 times (95% CI 0.60-1.60), or for some other reason such as
picaicing 0.045 times (95% CI <0-0.11) in the past 12 months. Fifty~seven
perceat had launched a boat at that site three or more times in the last
year and 387 had launched oane at least 10 times. Sixty-aine perceﬁt had aot
shore fished at the site wnd only 10% had doane so three times or more.
Eleven percent had ice fished at the site but only 1% had gone waterfowl
hunting from that locatioa.

Ninety-nine percent of the boats launched at the Arenac County sites
had been trailered there and 1% had been cartopped. Ninety-five percent
were powerboats, 3% were sailboats, 17 were rowboats, aad 17 were cances or
kayaks., The mean boat length was 16.9 fect, second oanly to Huron County's
average length of 17.2 feet (Table 6). Fifty-five percent of the launched
boats were 16' or less in lergth, 81% were 18' or smaller, and 14% were 20'
or larger (Table 6). Seventy~three percent of th.: boats were powered by
outboard motors, 17% by inboard/outboards, and 10% by inboards. The average
size of the motors was the largest of the four counties at 86.6 hp (Table
7). Sixteen percent were less than 20 hp, 51% were smaller than 70 hp, J2%
were 100 hp or larger, and 15% were at least 150 hp (Table 7).

Most people arrived at the Arenac County sites earlier in the day than
at any of the other three countles. Fifteen perceat came before 8:00 a.m.
and by 1:00 p.,m. all but 13% of the site users for the day had arriv . The
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busiest arrival time was from 8:00 to 11:00 a.m, when 51% arrived. People
also left the sites in Arenac County earlier than at the others with the
greatest perceatage (51%) leaving betweea 1:00 p.m. and four ia the
afternoon, Though only 13% had departed by 1:00 p.m., all but 167 had left
by six in the evening. People were at the site an average of 5.9 hours but
stayed sligh:ly longer in August. They also stayed longer oan weekends with
447 of weekend site users staying six or more hours versus only 267 of
weekday users remaining tha: long. During the week 507 of the site users
had departed by 2:00 p.m. compared to only 267 of weekend users leaving by
then.

Fifty-one percent of the people interviewed ian Arenac County felt that
there should be more public access sites on Saginaw Bay. Again, the reasons
given most often for desiring more sites were that there would be more
places to go (30%) and more of a chance to get away from the crowds (18%).
Twenty percent thought there were enough existing sites but that they should
be dimproved. A rather large number (217%) did not answer the question and 8%
had no opinion.

The area where the largest aumber of people interviewed at Arenac
County sites (33%) would prefer to have another site was between Au Gres and
Tawas. The second largest group (21%) wantel a site between Pine River and
Au Gres. Whea the Saginaw Bay shoreline was divided iato region:, 62% of
people responding to the question requested a site on the west side north of
Pincoaniag, 31% wanted one 1a the southern portion of the bay between
Piacoanning and Sebewailng, and 7% would 1llke one oan the east side north of
Sebew. ing. Three categories received aa equal number of respoases (23%) as
to why someone preferreu an additional site in a particular location. That

a site in the area meationed would be closer to home was one. Another was
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that it was a good fishing area, and the third was that the area needed more
public access.

Forty percent of the Arenac Couaty site users interviewed originally
complained about some aspect of the site and when asked specifiéally if the
site needed any 1mprovements, 47% said 1t did. Again, a lesser proportion
of shore anglers had negative comments about the site (25%) than did boat
fishermen (447%). Fifty-one percent of the negative commeants received 'z2alt
with the $3.00 daily site use fee at the Au Gres site. On what improvements
the site needed, the most people (35%) wanted better boat lauaching ramps
and docks, Thirty—-one perceat said the ;ite should be enlarged with either
more launching ramps or more parking., Sixteen percent wanted the access
road graded or paved and 8% would like the addition of a water faucet or
pump to provide drinking water and a fish cleaning station. Proportioanally
there were three times as many complaints about too few launching ramps
during weekends and in July. Of those people who desired to make other
comments at the end of the questionnaire, 417% complained about the $3.00

daily use fee at the Au Gres site,
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INDIVIDUAL SITE SUMMARIES

Grindstone City

Sixty-seven percent of the 217 people interviewed at this state-ouned
site were boat fishermen, 30% were shore anglers, and the remaining 3% were
recreational boaters (Table 3)., When the number of visits to this site by
each person in the last 12 months were tallied, it was found that the
average person used the site 2.6 times for shore fishing, 8.0 times for boat
angling, 0.31 times for ice fishing, none for waterfowl hunting, and 0,42
times for recreational boatling. Forty-nine perceant had launched a boat
three or more times and 307 had launched one 10 times or more. Forty
percent of the site users had shore fished at the site but only 18% had done
so at least three times and just 7% had 10 or more times. Only 5% had ice
fished at the site ia the last year.

All but 1% of the boats had been trailered to the Grindstone City site.
Ninety-nine perceat of the boats were powerboats with sailboats making up
the remaining one percent. The meaa boat length for this site was 18.0
feet = second only to the Port Austin average of 19.4' for Huroa County sites
(Table 6). Sixty perceat of the boats launched were over 16' and 26% were
20" or larger (Table 6). Sixty-six perceat of the bcats were powered by
outboard motors, 24% by inboard/outboards, and 107 by inboards. The average
motor horsepower was 96.7 - again, secoand only to Port Austin's mean of
120.4 hp for sites in Huroa County (Table 7). O0Oaly 5% were less than 20 hp,
just 33% were uader 70 hp, 41% were 100 nhp or more, and 197 were greater
than or equal to 150 horsepower (Table 7).

People arrived at the Grindstone City site rather early with 28% of the
dally site users comlng before 8:00 a.m. and 517 there by 10:00 in the

morning. Though they stayed an average of 6.0 hours, quite a few (347%) were
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st1ll at the site after 6:00 in the evening. As with most sites surveyed,
slite users tended to arrive earlier and stay longer oan weekends than
weekdays.

Sixty—one percent of the people iInterviewed at Griadstone City
mentioned specific Improvements they thought the site needed. Thirty—-three
percent of the improvement requests were for a larger site in terms of more
parking (16%), more launching ramps (8%), or both (97). Twenty-three
percent wanted lmprovements made to the ramp or docking facilities.

Eighteen perceant thought the channel should be dredged. Th= porportion of
complaints about lack of parking facilitlies was five times larger in May
than other months,

If improvements were to be made to the Grindstone City public access
site, priority should be given to enlarging the site by first iacreasing the
parking area and then adding another lauanching ramp. Though having the
channel dredged was mentioned as a need by many, this is probably secon ary
to ealarging the site as rather large boats were launched here indicating a
useable channel depth, If not an optimum depth. Another significant
improvement would be the placement of a foghorn at the ead of the channel as
was requested by 77 of those 1aterviewed. A foghorn would be very useful
at this site as it often becomes fog-bouad and boaters have difficulty

locating the channel from the lake.

Port Austin
Fifty—-four percent of the 147 people interviewed at this public pier
and adjacent private ramp were shore fishermen and 457 were boat anglers
(Table 3). ihe average person at this site had used it 3.8 times for shore

fishing, 8.3 times for boat angling, 0,22 times for ice fishing, aone for

39



waterfowl hunting, 0.075 times for recreational boating, and 0.61 times for
miscellaneous reasons such as plecnicing in the last 12 months. Though only
35% had lauanched a boat three times or more, 22% had done so at~1east 10
times. Twenty-two percent had been shore fishing three or more times and 8%
had been shore fishing there more than 10 times. Only 1% had gone ice
fishing from this site and none had used it for waterfowl hunting.

All the boats had been trailered to the Port Austin launch site,
Ninety-six percent were powerboats, 3% were rowboats, and 17 were canoes or
kayaks. The meaa leagth of 19.4 feet for boats launched at this site was
the largest average for all the sites surveyed (Table 6). Only 277 were 15'
or less, just 447 were 18' or smaller, and 50% were 20' or more (Table 6).
However, this site had only the second largest mean motor horsepower at
120.4 hp (motors averaged 142.6 hp at Veterans Park 1a Bay Couanty) (Table
7). Ten percent of the motors were smaller than 20 hp, 26% were uader 70
hp, 52% were 100 hp or more, and 40% were 150 hp or larger (Table 7). Only
497 of the peop'le interviewed thought this site needed any improvements.
The improvement requests were equally divided between those that wanted the
site enlarged (47%) aand those that waated the launching aad docking
facilities improved (47%). The proportion of complaints about the size of
the site quadrupled in May and on weekends.

The lanned construction of public launching ramps and more parkiag
facilities by the MDNR should do much to alleviate the present crowded
conditions and provide Improved launching facilities. No further
recommendations for improving thils site are made at this time.

Consilderation should be given to replacement of the portion of sand
beach lost to the coastruction of dual ramps and access drive. One palr of

ramps may not be sufficieat to handle peak demand during the salmon and
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trout fishing season, particularly early in the moraing and following
sudden storms or fog. Future surveys should be conducted to assess

potential need for more ramps at this location.

Eighty~one percent of the 90 people interviewed at this county-owned
site were boat anglers, 17% were recreational boaters, and only 27 were
shore fishermen (Table 3). The average person at the Oak Beach site had
used it for shore fishing 0.07 times, boat angling 14.5 times, ice fishin;,
2.2 times, none for waterfowl hunting, and 2.5 times for recreational
boating in the last 12 months. Eighty-nine-percent had launched a boat
three times or more and 587 had launched one at least 10 times. Only 3% had
shore fished at the site and none more than tw ce., Thirteen percent had
been ice fishing ;here.

All the boats had been trailered to the Oak Beach site., Ninety-one
percent were powerboats, 67 were sailboats, and 3% were rowboats, The mean
boat length was 15.8 feet (Table 6). Seventy-eight percent of the boats
launched were 16' or smaller, 94% were uader 18', and oaly 27 were equal to
or greater than 20 feet (Table 6). Ninety-seven perceat of the boats were
powered by outboard motors, 2% by inboards, and 17 by iaboard/outboards.
The average motor horsepower was only 36.4 with 30% less than 20 hp, 80%
uader 70 hp, and oanly 1% being 100 hp or more (Table 7).

Ninety-six percent of the people interviewed at the Oak Beach site
thought that improvements needed to be made. Fifty—-two percent said that
lmprovements should be made to the launching facility ian terms of a better
ramp or providing a dock at the ramp. Thirty perceat said the channel

needed dredgiag and 247 wanted the site eanlarged.
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Currently, this site is completely exposed to wave action from the bay.
This causes two major problems. First, the wave action coatinually shifts
sand around the site area covering the steel mat that 1s presently used at
the site. Second, the wave action at the site makes launching and
retrieving a boat difficult most of the time and extremely hazardous on
rough days. No improvements should be made to this site unless breakwalls
are constructed to prevent sand from covering the ramp and filling in a
channel, 1If breakwalls were constructed, a channel could be dredged and a
permaneat launch and dock iastalled. This site would be relatively
expensive to improve in such a way that it would provide acceptable boat
launchiag conditions from a safety standpoint.

The exposed nature of the shoreline of this area is a major reason no
other public access sites exist in the region, However, because there are
no good public boat lauaching facilities here aad the close proximity of
productive fishing grounds, this was the area mentioned most often by
Saginaw Bay public access site users as the place where they would most ilike
to have a new site constructed (21% of all those interviewed and 42% of those
surveyed in Huron County). We believe there 1 a definite need for a saf-
public access site in this area and stroagly urge the coanstruction of an
adequately protected launch site midway between Caseville and Port Austin.

A potential site exists at the mouth of the Pinnebog River.

Caseville
Fifty-five perceat of the 367 people interviewed at this township-owned
site were boat fishermea, 427 were shore anglers (fishing from the pier),
and 3% were recreational boaters (Table 3). This site was by far the most

heavily used public access facllity on the eastern side of the bay. The
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average site user had used this site 4.3 times for shore fishing, 4.7 times
for boat angling, 1.3 times for ice fishing, none for waterfowl hunting, and
0.46 times for recreatlonal boating ia the last year. Forty-four perceat
had launched a boat at the site three times or more and 21% had doae 8o at
least 10 times. Twenty-six percent had been shore fishing a minimum of
three times and 137 had been shore fishing over 10 times. Thirteen perceat
had gone ice fishing at the site,.

All the boats had been trallered to the Caseville launch site and all
were powerboats. The average boat length was 17.8 feet - third largest for
Huron County sites behind Port Austin and Grindstone City (Table 6). Forty
perceat of the boats were 16' or smaller, 297 were 18' or longer, and 227 were
at least 20' long (Table 6). Sixty—-eight percent of the boats were powered by
outboard motors, 28% by inboard/outboards, and 4% by inboards. The mean motor
horsepower was 94.4 with only 7% less than 20 hp (Table 7). Forty-oae perceat
were uader 70 hp, 39% were 100 hp or more, and 17% were greater than or equal
to 150 horsepower (Table 7).

Forty—-nine perceant of the people interviewed at the Caseville site waated
improvemeats made. The largest group (57%) said the site needed enlarging in
terms of more boat launching ramps (297%), more parking area (18%), or both
(10%). Twenty perceat waated Iimprovements made to the launching ramp or the
ramp dock., Fourteen perceat complained about the lack of adequate restroom
facilities. Complaints about there not being enough boat lauanches were
proportionally six tlmes greater in -ay and three times greater on weekends
compared to other times. Requests for making the site larger were aine times
greater oa weekends and 10 times as aumerous in May than other times.

The best Improvement that could be made to the Caseville site would be

the addition of at least one additional boat lauanchiag ramp. This is a very
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busy site and complaints about having to wait an hour or more to launch or
retrieve a boat were anot uncommon. The parking problem 1is another condition
that needs to be resolved. Better use could be made of the parking area aear
the current boat lauanch by paving and marking parking spaces on the new
pavemeat. This would provide more efficient use of the area by preventing the
random parking patterns of overflow parking conditions that waste potential
parking area. A third need is the placement of permanent restroom facilities
at both the base of the Caseville fishing pler and near the Caseville boat

launch.

Filion Road (Mud Creek)

Seventy-three percent of the 115 people interviewed at this state--owned
site were shore anglers, 227 were boat fishermen, and 4% were recreatlonal
boaters (Tabl - 3). The average person at this site had used it 3.4 times
for shore fishing, 1.5 times for boat angling, 0.70 times for ice fishing,
aone for waterfowl hunting, and 0.43 times for recreational boating in the
last year. Oaly 15% had launched a boat here three or more times and just
5% had do:> so 10 times or more. Thirty perceant had used the site for shore
fishing at least three times aad 13% had a minmum of 10 times. Eight
perceat had been ice fishing at the site.

Ninety-eight percent of the h»r~ats had been trailered to the Fillon Road
slte and 2% were cartopped. FEighty-eight perceat were powerboats, 9% w: e
sailboats, aad 37 were rowboats. The mean boat length was only 15.0 feet
~ the smallest for any Huron Couanty slite surveyed (Table 6). Eighty-one
percent were 16' or less in length, only 3% were 18' or longer, and none
were over 20 feet (Table 6). Ninety-three perceat of the boats were powered

by outboard motors, 3% by iaboard/outboards, and 1% by inboards. The
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average motor horsepower was only 32.2 with 34% under 20 horsepower (Table
7). Ninety-three percent were smaller than 70 hp and oaly 4% were 100 hp or
more (Table 7).

Fifty-six perceat of the people Interviewed thought that the Filion
Road site needed improvements (84% of boat anglers). Thirty-nine percent of
those that wanted improvements made said the channel needed dredging (75% of
boat anglers). Another 157 wanted channel markers to delineate the edges of
the chaanel. Fourteen percent would like some picnic tables placed at the
site. Only 97 said the ramp or dock needed improving.

Potential improvements to the Filio~ Road site include lengthening the
present ramp, dredging the channel, and installing channel markers. This
would vastly improve access from the site to Wildfowl Bay and offshore
water, and allow larger boats to use the facility. The addition of a few
picnle tables and shade trees for the benefit of picalcers and shore anglers

would further enhance the site.

Fin and‘feacner

Only 42 people were interviewed at this state—owned site - the least of
any Huroa County slte surveyed (Table 3). Seventy-nine p:rcent of those
interviewed were boat fis! :rmen, 15% were shore anglers, and 3% were
recreztional boaters (Table 3). The averase persoan at this site had u:. :d it
2.0 times for shore fishing, 6.1 times for boat angling, 1.4 times for ice
fishing, 3.6 times for w: merfowl hunting, and 1.5 times for recreational
boating in the past 12 months, Fifty-nlne perceat had launched a boat at
this site three times or more and 31% had launched oae 10 or more times.,
Oaly 14% had beea shore fishing here at least three times 1a the last year.

Twenty-one percent had used the site for dice fishing and 97 had used it for
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waterfowl hunting. In fact, thls was the site where the most people
interviewed had hunted waterfowl at the location than any of the other
surveyed sites.

Ninety—-seven percent of the boats had been trailered to the Fin and
Feather site and 3% had been cartopped. Ninety-two percent were powerboats
an 87 were rowboats, The 15,1 feet average boat length was almost as small
as the 15.0 feet mean at Filion Road (Table 6). Only 6% of the boats were
larger than 16' aad none were over 18 feet (Table 6). Ninety—seven perceat
were powered by outboard motors aad 3% by inboards., The mean motor
horsepower of 28.5 was the smallest of ahy Huron County site (Table 7).
Thirty-nine percent were less than 20 hp, 92% w:re uander 70 hp, and none
were over 100 horsepower (Table 7).

Eighty-one perceat of the people Interviewed wanted improvements m de
to the site, Seventy percent of these said the channel needed to be
dredged. Other comments included a desire for camplng facilities (6%),
channel markers {6%), and picaic tables (6%).

Again, as at Filion Road, having the channel dredged would be the most
significant improvement that could be made at this site. Channel markers
would be useful 1f the channel were dredged. Improvements to the lauaching
ramp, dock, and parking facilities would depend upon the depth the channel
were dredged to and the resultant size of boat that could navigate 1t. A
picnic table or two and some shade trees could be added to the site

regardless of the undertaking of any other improvemeats.

Sumac Islaad
Sixty—~two percent of the 110 people interviewed at this state-c.med
site were boat fishermen, 35% were shore anglers,and 1% were recreatioanal

boaters (Table 3). The average person at this site had used it 3.0 times
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for shore fishing, 6.6 times for boat angling, 3.6 times for ice fishing,
1.0 times for waterfowl hunting, and 0,35 times for recreational boating in
the previous 12 moaths. Fifty-five percent had launched a boat here three
times or more and 257 had done so at least 10 times. Twenty-nine percent
had been shore fishing here a minimum of three times and 127 had been 10 or
more times. Thirty-two percent had been ice fishing here and 157% had used
the site for hunting waterfowl. This slte ranked second only to Filion Road
among all sites surveyed in the number of people interviewed who said they
had hunted waterfowl from the site,

Ninety-six percent of the boats had been trailered to the Sumac Island
site and the remalning 47 had been cartopped. Ninety-two perceant were
powerboats, 6% were rowboats, an 2% were canoes or kayaks. The mean boat
length was 15.6 feet (Table 6). Forty-nine percent were 16' or less, 887
were 18' or smaller, and only 6% were greate:s than or equal to 20 feet
(Table 6). Ninety—-four percent were powered by outboard motors, 3% by
inboard/outboards, and 3% by inboards. The average motor horsepower was
33.6 with 227% less than 20 hp, 89% were smaller than 70 hp, ard only 37 wer
100 hp or larger (Table 7).

Fifty-four perceat of the people interviewed thought the Sumac Island

.site needed improving. Thirty-seven perceant of those waanted the chaanel

dredged. Nineteen percent wanted the site enlarged in terms of more boat
lauaching ramps (13%7), more parking area (2%), or both (4%). Nine percent
requested channel markers, 97 sald the access road needed grading more often
or paving, and 4% wanted the docking facilities improved.

Poteatial improvemeants for the Sumac Island site include widening and

lengthening the boat launching ramp, adding a skid piler, dredgiag the
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channel, installing channel markers and range poles, and constructing

additional parking. These improvements will greatly increase the usefulness
of the site as a boat launching facility. Additionally, arrangementé should
be made to grade the access road more often or to pave the road. A light in
the vicinity of the ramp would enable a smoother launch flow during pre-dawn

congestion during the duck hunting season.

Sebewaing

Eighty percent of the 199 site users interviewed at this city—~owned
site were boat fishermen, 16% were recreational boaters, and 37 were shcoe
anglers (Table 3). The average person at this site had used it 1.0 times
for shore fishing, 10.5 times for boat angling, 2.8 times for ice fishing,
0.18 times for waterfowl huating, and 2.7 times for recreational boating in
the prior year. Seventy-six percent had launched a boat here three times or
more and 507 had launched one at least 10 times. Oaly 14% had been shore
fishiang at the site a minimum of three times and a mere 3% had done so 10 or
more times., Twenty-one percent had been ice fishing at the site but oaly 27%
had used it for hunting waterfowl.

All the boats were trailered to the Sebewalng site. Nine;y—seven
percent were powerboats, 2% were sailboats, and 1% were rowboats. The mean
boat length here was 17.3 feet — comparable ia size to those lauached at
Caseville (Table 6)., Forty—four perceat were 16' or smaller, 217% were over
18', and 177% were great:»r than or equal to 20 feet (Table 6). Seventy~two
perceat of the motors were outboards, 26% were ilaboard/outboards, and 2% were
inboards. The average motor horserwer was 87.1 — again most closely
comparable to Caseville's mean (Table 7). Nine percent were under 20 hp, 42%
were less thaa 70 hp, 35% were 100 hp or larger, and 12% were equal to or

greater than 150 horsepower (Table 7).
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Fifty perceant of the people interviewed at the Sebewaing ramp wanted
improvements made at this site. Fifty percent of those wanted the site
enlarged with more boat launching ramps (122), more parking area (20%), or
both (18%). FEighteen percent said the channel needed dredging,‘BZ wanted
channel markers, and 8% wanted more or better docks.

The Sebewaing site needs to be enlarged with an additional boat
launching ramp with a dock and more parking area. There were requests for
dredging the channel but this site currently handles boats as large as those
at Caseville aad though dredgiﬁg may be desirable, it is not the serious

necessity it is at other sites.

Sixty-nine percenrt of the 62 people interviewed at thils state-owned
site were shore fishermen, 23% were boat anglers, and 3% were recreational
boaters (Table 3). The average person Interviewed at this site had used it
5.3 times for shore fishing, 2.7 times for boat angling, 0.19 times for ice
fishing, 0.08 times for waterfowl hunting, and 0.74 times for recreatilonal
boating in the last year. Thirty-two percent of those interviewed had
launched a boat here three or more tlmes and 17% had done so at least 10
times., Thirty-one percent had used the site for shore fishingvat least
three times and 187 had been shore fishing 10 times or more. Only 3% aad 2%
had gone ice fishing or wat :fowl hunting respectively here in the past 12
months,

This site h~ad more boats cartopped to it (16%) than any other site
surveyed, The remaining 84% were trallered to the site. Seveaty-aine
percent werz powerboats, 16% were rowboats, and 5% were canoes or kayaks.,
The mean boat length was 16.2 feet (T=ble 6). Fifty-nine percent were 16°'

or smaller, 887 were 18' or less, aand 12% were 20' or more (Table 6). Most
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of the boats wers powered by outboard motors (88%), 6% by inboard/outboards,
and 6% by 1nboards. The average size of the motors was 43.1 horsepower
(Table 7). Eight percent were smaller than 20 hp, 77% were under 70 hp, 15%
were 100 hp or more, and 87 were 150 hp or larger (Table 7). |

Forty-six percent of the people Interviewed felt the Allen Drain site
needed improving. Despite the fact that many more shore anglers were
iaterviewed than boat flshermen, 22% waated the channel dredged. Another
22% said the boat launch should be improved. Fifteen percent requested
better rest room facilities.

Potential site improvements includé lengtheniag the ramp, dredgling a
channel, and installing channel markers. The ramp should also be widened at
least six feet so the skid pier could be placed in the middle of the ramp
instead of at one edge. This would allow two hoats to be launched or
retrieved at the same tlme instead of oanly one., A second toilet should also

be placed at the site.

This state-owned site was used predominately for shore fishing as 74%
of the 37 people interviewed here were shore anglers (Table 3).
Twent '~three percent were boat fishermen and the final 3% were recreational
boaters. The average person at thls site had used it 9.1 times for shore
fishing, 3.5 times for boat angliang, 1.8 times for 1ice fishing, 0.30 times
for waterfowl hunting, and 0,33 times for recreational boating in the
previous year. Thirty—four percent had launched a boat at this site three
or more times and 11% had lauanched one at least 10 times. Fifty-four
perceat had shorefished here a minimum of three times and 407 had done so 10
times or more. Eight percent had used the site for ice fishing and 57 had

used it for ‘:uating waterfowl.
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All the boats had been trailered to the Tietz Drain site with 80% being
powerboats, 10% canoes or kayaks, and 107% sailboats. The mean boat length
was 15.0 feet = the smallest average length of the three Tuscola County sites
(Table 6). Seventy~eigﬁt percent of the boats were 16' or less~in length
and all were 18' or smaller (Table 6)., All the boats were powered by
outboard motors with an average horsepower of 18.2 — the smallest mean
horsepower of all the sites surveyed (Table 7). Seventy-five percent were
under 20 hp and none were larger than 70 horsepower (Table 7).

Sixty perceat of the site users surveyed mentioﬁed specifie
imprcvsements they would like made to the.Tietz Drain site. Of those that
wanted improvements made, the largest anumber (27%) requested that the
channel be dredged. Thirteen percent said the road needed grading or paving
and another 13% requested some picnic tables. Eight perceat wanted
improvements made to the launch itself,

If this site were to be improved, the channel should be dredged,

channel markers installed, and a better boat launching ramp coanstructed,

Quanicassee

This state—owned site was the most heavily used of the three Tuscola
County sites. Fifty-seven perceant of the 195 people intervieﬁed were boat
fishermen, 30% were shore anglers, and 127 were recreational boaters (Table
3). The average person at the site had used it 3.2 times for shore fishing,
6.1 times for boat angling, 1.2 times for ice fishing, 0.28 times for
waterfowl hunting, and 1.7 times for recreational boating in the last 12
months, Fifty-eight percent had launched a boat here three or more times
and 347% had done so a minimum of 10 times. Twenty—four perceat had been
shorefishing at the site three times or more and 9% had shore fished there

at least 10 times. Thirteen percent had gone ice fishing at the site and 5%
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had used it for huating waterfowl.

All the boats had been trallered to the Quaaicassee lauach site.
Ninety-eight percent were powerboats, 1% were rowboats, and 1% were
sailboats. The average boat measured 16,3 feet in length - thevlargest mean
length for Tuscola County sites (Table 6). Sixty—-two perceant were 16' or
smaller, 12% were over 18', and 6% were 20' or larger (Table 6). Eighty-one
percent of the boats were powered by outboard motors, 137 by
inboard/outboards, and 6% by inboards. The average motor size was 67.6
horsepower ~ alsoc the largest ia Tuscola County (Table 7). Eighteen percent
were uader 20 hp, 537 were smaller than 70 hp, 21% were at least 100 hp, and
7% were 150 hp or more (Table 7).

Only 417 of the people intervir red felt that the Quanicas-ee site
needed any improvements. Of those that did want improvements made, 39%
would like the site enlarged with more ramps (15%), more parking (12%), or
both (12%). Twenty percent said the ramp dock needed to be improved.

The primary factor limiting public access at this location is the lack
of parking space. This should be the first thing addressed as far as
improvements to thils site are conc:-aed. Secondly, the ramp and the ramp

dock should be improved 1< the parking area 1s expanded slgnificantly.

Smith Park/Essexville

Interviews at this city-owned site in Bay County were gathered from two
distinct locatloas about 200 yards apart on the Saglnaw River in Essexville.
Both locatlons had a boat launching ramp but road access between the two
areas was rather iadirect. E=ch locatlon should technically be coasidered
separately but due to the tendency of anglers to refer to elther location as
"Essexville” 1t was not possible to differentlate between the two durilng

data analysis. Therefore, interviews from both sites were combined and a
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single analysis conducted for the combined data.

These two sltes received far greater use than any other site in Bay
County or the southern portion of the Bay. The 562 site users interviewed
here were fairly evenly divided into three groups with 427 using the
location for boat fishing, 31% for shore angling, and 27% for recreational
boating (Table 3)., The average persoa at the site used it 3.8 times for
shore fishing, 4.9 times for boat angling, 0.05 times for 1ce fishing, none
for waterfowl hunting, and 9.7 times for recreational boating in the last
year. In fact, this sige was the most heavily used site by recreational
boaters of all the sites surveyed. Fift&—two percent of the people
interviewed had launciied a boat here a minimum of three times and
thirty-nine percent had launched one at least 10 times. Twenty-—three
percent had used the site for shore fishing three or more times and 117% had
done so 10 times or more. Only 1% had gone ice fishing from this site and
none had used it to hunt waterfowl.

All the boats had been trailered to the Essexville/Smith Park launching
site. Ninety-seve.. percent were powerboats, 2% were rowboats, and 17 were
sallboats. The average boat length of 17.2 feet was second in size ia Bay
County oanly to the Veteraa's Park mean of 18.1 fe ¢ (Table 6).. Forty~three
perceant were 16' or less, 78% were 18' or less, and 15% were 20' or more
(Table 6). Sixty-three perceant of the boats were powered by outboard
motors, 21% by iaboard/outbuards, and 16% by iaboards. The average motor
horsepower at 102.,3 was the third highest mean motor size of the sites
surveyed behind those at Veterans Park and Port Austin (Table 7). Ten
perceant were smaller than 10 hp, 417 were uander 70 hp, 40% were 100 hp or

more, and 24% were at least 150 horsepower (Table 7).
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Seventy percent of the people interviewed sald the site needed to be
improved. Twenty-six percent of those wanted the site enlarged with more
lauanching ramps (11%), more parking (6%), of both (9%). Nineteen perceat
would like more or improved ramp docking facilities. Twenty—se&en percent
complained about the lack of restrooms,

The first improvement r:quired here 1is the addition of some restroom
facilities. Secondly, better docks should be provided as rather large boats
are being launched at this site and good docks in sufficient number are
needed as aids 1n launching and retrieving the bigger boats. Third, the
parking area needs to be expanded. 'And fourth, another dual launching ramp

should be installed,

Veterans Park

Only 16 people were interviewed at this city-owned site as it was
learned that few boaters used this site as access to th= bay itself due to
the several mile run down the Saginaw River to reach the bay. This seems to
be borae out by the fact that 62% of the people surveyed were recreational
boaters versus only 13% that were boat anglers though this was from a very
small sample size (Table 3). The average person at this site had used it
3.8 times for shore fishing, 1.2 times for boat .angling, none for ice
fishing or waterfowl hunting, and 9.7 times for recreational boating in the
last year. Eighty—one perceat had launched a boat three times or more aad
437 had launched one a minimum of 10 times. Only 12% had been shore fishing
at the site but each had beean over 10 times.

All the be:ts had beea trallered to the Veterans Park site and all were
powerboats. The mean boat length was 18.1 feet which was the largest

average length for boats at any site in Bay County and was second only to
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Port Austin for the bay as a whole (Table 6). Twenty—three perceat were 16'
or smaller, 62% were 18' or less, and 31% were 20' or more (Table 6).
Fifty~four percent of the boats were powered by inboard/outboard engines,
39% by outboards, and 7% by Iinboards. The average motor horsepower of 142.6
was the highest of any site surveyed with none less than 20 hp, only 31%
smaller than 70 hp, 61% at 100 hp or more, and 547 equal to or greater than
150 hp (Table 7).

Sixty-seven perceat of the Veterans Park site users surveyed wanted the
site improved., Forty perceat of those said to Improve the access road by
grading 1t more often or by paving it. Nineteen percent wanted more boat
launching ramps and docks. Another 19% would like the area near the docks
dredged.

At the present time, the site does not appear to recelve enough use
(based on visual observations when driving past the site at various times
throughout the survey perlod) to warrant the addition of more launching
ramps or docks. The docks appear to be adequate but could use some rubber
bumpers to protect boats from rubbin, agaianst them. The access road
definitely needs grading more often or paving as it was severely rutted

duriag the eantire summer,

Liawood
Sixty-four percent of the 64 people in"2rviewed at this site were boat
anglers, 237 were recreational boaters, and 13% were shore fishermen (Table
3). The average person at this site had used it 1.2 times for shore
fishing, 8.1 times for boat angling, 4.6 times for 1ice fishing, 0.43 times
for waterfowl hunting, and 2.0 times for recreational boating in the past 12

moaths. Eighty-five perceat had launched a boat at this site three times or
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more and 33%Z had done so 10 or more times. Nineteen percent had used the
site for shore fishing, 367% for ice fishing, and 6% for waterfowl hunting.

All the boats were trailered to the siﬁe. Seventy percent were
powerboats, 237 were saillboats, and 77 were rowboats. The averége boat
length was 15.2 with 80% being 16' or less 1in length, 98% at 18' or under,
and oaly 2% being 20" or over (Table 6). Ninety-eight percent of those with
motors were powered by outboard engines and 27 by iaboards. The mean size
of the motors was 26.5 horsepower (Table 7). Forty-five percent were less
than 20 hp, 904 were smaller than 70 hp, and just 2% were 100 hp or more
(Table'7). |

Eighty~-six percent of the people interviewed thought the site needed
improvements., Twenty-nine perceat wanted the chennel dredged, 247% wanted a
boat launching ramp put in, and 9% sald the road needed improving.

This site needs to have the channel dredged first. Then a boat
launching ramp could be installed as this site curcently has only a gr “=d
gravel area serving as the lauach. If tuese two improvements wers made, the
parkiang area would probably need enlarging to handle the additional use the

site would get.

Coggins Drain

Seventy—four percent of the 103 site users interviewed at this
state-owned location were boat fishermen, 247 were shore anglers, and 1%
were recreational boaters (Table 3). The average persoa at this site had
used it 1.5 times for shore fishing, 6.9 times for boat angling, 5.5 times
for ice fishing, 0.67 times for waterfowl huniing, and 0.56 times for
recreational boatlang I1a the previous year. Fifty—one percent of those

interviewed had launched z boat three times or more and 267% had launched one

56



.

over 10 times. Tweaty-seven percent had beean shore fishing at the site, 427
had used it for ice fishing, and 6% had used it for hunting waterfowl.

Ninety—elght percent of the boats had been trailered to thg Coggins
Drain site and rest had been cartopped, Ninety-eight perceat were
powerboats, 1% were rowboats, and 1Z were canoes or kayaks. The average
boat leagth of 14.9 feet was the second smallest mean boat size of all the
sli2s surveyed (Table 6). Ninety perceat were 16' or smaller, 987 were 18'
or less, and only 1% were 20' or larger (Table 6). Ninety-five percent were
powered by outboard engines, 4% by inboard/outboards, and 1% by 1aboards.
The 25.2 mean horsepower of the motors was the smallest average motor
horsepower of any site surveyed (Table 7)., Forty-nine percent were uader 20
hp, 96% were less than 70 hp, and only 3% were 100 hp or more.

Eighty~one percent of the people interviewed wanted the Cogglns Drain
site improved., Sixty-four perceat of those said the channel needed
dredging. Seventeen percent wanted the boat launching ramp improved. Six
percent would like a dock installed, and 5% requested more parking area.

Potential Improvemeants to this site include the coastruction of a dual
launching ramp with a skid pier, increasing the parking area, dredging the
channel, and putting in channel markers. These improvements would eanhance
the site considerably 1a terms of providing boaters access to Saginaw Bay.
No other improvemeats to this site seem necessary at thils time. Snow should

be cleared from the parking lot to provide parkiag for ice fishermen.

Piacoaning
Sixty—-three perceat of the 40 people interviewed at this state—owned
site were boat anglers, 287 were recreational boaters, and 9% were shore

fishermen (Table 3). The average person at this site had used it 1.5 times

57



for shore fishing, 5.8 times for boat angling, 2.1 times for ice fishing,
0.07 times for waterfowl hunting, and 1.2 times for recreatlonal boating in
the last 12 months., Sixty—-nine percent had launched a boat three or more
times at thils site and 357 had launched one at least 10 times, ‘Seveateen
percent of those interviéwed had used the site for shore fishing, 267% for
ice fishing, and 4% for huating waterfowl,

Ninety-eight percent of the boats had been traillered to the Pianconning
site and 2% had been cartopped. Sixty-two perceant were powerboats, 21% were
sallboats, 147 were rowboats, aand 3% were cances or kayaks. The average
length of boats launched at this site of.14.8 feet was the smallest mean
boat length for aay site surveyed (Table 6). Eighty-eight percent of the
boats were 16' or less in len th, 98% were 18' or smaller, and oaly 2% were
20' or more (Table 6). All the boats were powered by outboard engines, the
average size of which was 28,1 horsepower (Table 7). Fifty-tﬁree percent
were under 20 hp, 937 were less than 70 hp, and 3% were at least 150
horsepower (Table 7).

Seventy=four percent of the people interviewed at the Pinconning
site wanted improvements made. Fifty-five perceant of those that would like
the site improved requested that the channel be dredged. Tweaty-three
perceat said the access road needed improving and 7% would like more parking
area.,

Potential improvements to this site include recoastructing a ramp with
a skid pler to replace the existing cement ramp, increasing the parking
capacity, paving the parkiang and maneuver areas, dredgiag the channel, and
iastalling channel markers. The ramp should be widened so that the skid
pier could be placed 1n the ceater of the ramp to allow two boats to be

launched at the same time, These Improvements would make this
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site adequate for boating access to Saginaw Bay and no other improvements

are currently deemed necessary.,

Pine River

Fifty percent of the 25 people interviewed at this state—owned site
were boat fishermen, 42% were shore anglers, and 8% were recreational
boaters, 1Ia the last year, the average person had used the site 1.8 times
to shore fish, 8.5 times for boat angling, 0.28 times for ice fishing, 0.28
times to hunt waterfowl, and 0.96 times for recreational boating. Sixty
percent had used the site for boat fishing, 52% for shore fishing, 127 for
ice fishing, 12% for waterfowl hunting, and 207 for recreational boating.

Ninety~three percent of the boats had been trailered to the Pine River
site and the remaining 7% had been cartopped, Eighty-six percent were
powerboats, 77 were rowboats, and 7% were canoes or kayaks. The average
boat length was 15.5 feet with 85% belng 16' or less and the other 157 more
than 18' but less than 20 feet (Table 6). Ninety-two perceat of the boats
were powered by outboard engines and 87 by inboards. The mean horsepower of
the motors was 62.3 horsepower (Table 7). Thirty-one percent were less than
20 hp, 85% were under 70 hp, and 8% were at least 150 horsepower (Table 7).

Sixty-four perceat of the people interviewed séid the Pine River site
needed improvements, Nineteen percent of these wanted the channel dredged
and another 19% requested channel markers. Six percent wanted the boat
lauaching ramp improved.

Improvements this site needs are channel dredging and installatioa of
chaanel markers. The lauaching ramp and doc¢': may need improving if the

channel is dredged to a depth such that 1t could accommodate larger boats.
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Au Gres

Seventy-one percent of the 286 people interviewed at thls state-owned
site were boat fishermen, 19% were shore anglers, and 9% were recreational
boaters (Table 3). The average persoa interviewed at this site had used it
1.5 times to shore fish, 5.5 times for boat angling, 0.93 times for ice
fishing, none to hunt waterfowl, and 1.1 times for recreational boating in
the last 12 months, Fifty—-eight perceat had launched a boat three times or
more and 27% had done so at least 10 times, Thilrty percent had used the
site for shore fishing but only 9% héd over three times. Eleven perceant had
gone ice fishing here but none had used this location for hurting
waterfowl.

All the boats had been trailered to the Au Gres site. Ninety-six
percent were powerboats, 3% were sallboats, and 1% were canoes or kayaks.
The mean boat length was 16.9 feet (Table 6). Fifty-three perceant were 16'
long or less, 81% were 18' or smaller, and 10X were equal to or greater than
20 feet (Table 6). Seventy—-two perceant were powered by outboard engines,
18% by iaboard/outboards, and 10% by inboards. The average size of the
motors was 87,8 horsepower (Table 7)., Fourteen perceat were smaller than
20 hp, 49% were uader 70 hp, 34% were 100 hp or more, and 167 were at least
150 horsepower (Table 7).

Forty-nine percent of the people interviewed mentioned specific
improve aents they felt should be made to the Au Gres site. The most
numerous request (22% of those that answered the question) was for more boat
launching ramps. Sixteen percent wanted the access road improved. Ten
perceat would like a water faucet o: pump installed for both drinkiag water
and for washdown at a fish cleaning station. Eight percent saild the site

needed to be enlarged with more parking area. There were three times 1s
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many complaints about there not being enough boat launching ramps recelved
on weekends than during the week. Also, many people (21%) complained about
having to pay a $3.00 daily fee in order to use the Au Gres site,

The most pressing improvement needed at the Au Gres site ié the
addition of a third dual boat launching ramp to alleviate the congested
conditions that exist early 1n the morning and on weekends. The
coanstruction of more temporary dockling facilities would also be useful
during times of intense launching or retrieval activity such as when a
squall comes up and blows many boaters off the bay at the same time.
Something should be done about elither paving the access road or grading it
more often as this site is heavily used and the road is badly rutted. The
ianstallation of a pump or faucet for drinking water would also be a

worthwhile additioan.

Additional specific Information for each site was gathered and
processed but due to budget and time constraints was not Interpreted in this
report. This site-—specific information includes the following: couaty of
residence of the people interviewed, where they would prefer an additional
site and why, the number that stayed overnight and the perceat that used
various types of accommodations, the times people arrive& and‘departed as
well as the total time at the site, how long it took them to get to the

site, and how many miles they traveled to reach the site.
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CONCLUSION

The Saginaw Bay waters of Lake Huron were found to provide recreational
actlvities not only for local resideats, but for people from 45 Michigan
counties and several other states. These waters, rather than being simply a
regional asset, coastitute a state resource and should be treated as such.
Public access sites on Saginaw Bay are the means by which most people galn
access to the bay and should be represeantative of the quality of access
facilities provided 1in the State of Michigan to Great Lakes waters. In
general, Saginaw Bay public access sites do not currently provide the access
quality that should exist in an area of such recreational importance.

Most public access sites on Saginaw Bay have a clientele of repeat
users as well as a continual influx of people who have never used that
particular site before but are looking for new recreational areas to use.
The significant number of new users at each site could indicate one or more
of the following: first, that there are a large number of people seeking
access to the bay for the first time and the quality of the access available
at the site determines whether these people return again or not; second,
that the more popular or favored sltes are overcrowded and the new users :we
trylng to access the bay in a less congested area; or third, that these
people have become dissatisfied with another site and are seekiag one more
suited to their desires or needs.

The Importance of providing good boat lauachliag facilities can be seen
in the fact that 997 of all boats had been trailered to the sites versus
only 1% that were cartopped and which are able to use sites with poorer
launching conditions. This is because the open waters of the Great Lakes

require larger boats and more powerful motors than do inland lakes. The
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bigger the boat the heavier and more unwieldly 1t becomes and the necessity
of having good launching ramps and facilities 1ncreases.

Four sites presently support the bulk of the demand for boat launching
facilitles on Saginaw Bay — Port Austin and Caseville in Huroa County, the
Smith Park/Essexville site in Bay Couaty, and the Au Gres site in Arenac
County (Figure 1). This is because they are among the few public access
sites on Saginaw Bay with channels deep enough for large trailerable boats
to navigate safely uander a variety of lake levels and weather conditions.
The single greatest obstacle to providing adequate access to bay waters is
the wide shallow littoral zone with loag distances between natural channels.
All of the major access facilities are placed wher2 natural channels
occurred.

Because Saginaw Bay users seek access to portioas of the Bay
which lie beyond prudent small boat cruislng distance from these major
access sites, additional adequate facilities should be provided. Several
public access sites lie between the major sites and at selected sites,
artificial chanaels should be dredged. Wave action and alongshore currents
will result iIn sediment deposition ia the channels and declinlng lake
levels may require more extensive or more frequent dredging. At some
locations berms or jetties may be anecessary to protect channels from filling
in. Some sites may have to be abandoned as the consequence ¢f rapid channel
slltation or declining lake levels. Supplemental dredging may be required
to malintain selected channels during periods of low water. Dredging of
channels at sites not recommended in this report or abandonment of channels
at recommended sites are alternatives which can be considered only after a
subsequent survey shows that more access 1s required or that there is

insufficient use to justify dredging costs.
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The few sites that currently have channels of adequate depth are
overcrowded, as larger boats are restricted to using these sites because of
the amount of water they draw, and need to be enlarged. The capacity of
these sites should be increased by concurreantly increasing the number of
boat launching ramps and the area available for parking. Additional
temporary docking facilities to provide temporary mooring sites while
waiting in line are also needed at these sites to handle the overflow boat
volume during peak boat launching and retrieving periods. Temporary mooring
sites might enable lauanched boats to clear the ramp more quickly, thus
providing for more efficient use of existing ramps. Launch ramp attendants
trained to facilitate launching and retrieval and to control traffic might
increase efficiency of ramp use during peak volume periods at the larger
sites.

There are many miscellaneous improvements that could be made to enhance
the sites but these are not crucial to their suitability for launching
boats. Many of the dirt access roads need to either be surfaced or graded
on a more regular basis as they were severely rutted. The addition of edge
channel markers and a lighted marker at the lakeward end of the chaaael
would be appreciated by many users, as would the installation of a pump or
faucet for drinking water. Many people would like lighted parking areas.
Shore anglers in particular mentioned a desire for picaic tables,
shade trees, and adequate tollet facilities at some of the sites.

§Ehedu1ed Improvements

Currently funds have been obtained by the MDNR Waterways Divisioan to
improve two Saglnaw Bay public access sites and for creation of a third,
The Port Austin site in Huroan County 1is to be improved by the addition of a

public boat lauanching ramp aand increased parkiag area. Veblcular traffic
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congestion at Au Gres in Arenac County will be reduced by the construction
of an access road to the shore fishing parking lot next to the north pier
which bypasses the boat launch access road and parking area. A double ramp
and parkiag lot will be constructed near the commercial fishiang dock in
Bayport,; Huron Couaty. The MDNR Waterways Division has recently aquired
property adjacent to the Caseville pier.

Recommendations:

The MDNR Waterways Division does not have sufficient funds to implement
lmprovements at all Saginaw Bay sites which have impaired access. Local
units of government could enhance chaaces for specific site improvements by
providing funds to match MDNR Waterway Division resources. The following
recommendations for site improvement are made in an attempt to reconcile the
need for improvements with the present economic realitles.

Priority should be given to improving the following existing access
sites: Sumac Island, Allen Drain, Smith Park/Essexville, and Coggins Road.
These sites are located near popular or traditional fishing areas. Use of
the Smith Park/Essexville site is impaired by inadequate parking aad too few
ramps of poor coandition. Expanded parking and at least two additional
launching ramps'are needed at this locatlon. The Sumac Island site should
have the channel dredged and an additional ramp installed. A coacrete ramp
should be installed at the Cogglns Road site, the channel dredged, and a
snow removal program implemented to provide parking for ice fishermen. The

north end of the Allen Drain channel needs to be dredged.

*A MDNR creel census was conducted concurreantly with this
study and information on the total number of people using each site (instead
of oanly the number interviewed) will be available from the Institute for
Fisheries Research 1a Ana Arbor, Michigan by the spring of 1983.
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At both Sumac Island and Coggins Road, range markers with lights should be
installed at the onshore end of the dredged channels. At the Allen Draia,
the mouth of the channel should be marked with buoys. In the event that all
of these priority improvements cannot be funded in the near futﬁre, we
recommend that further prioritization be established on the basis of the
absolute aumber of site users which will be identified in MDNR creel ceasus
information which is expected to be available in spring, 1983. This more
detailed prioritization should provide a high ranking for chaaanel
improvements at one of the three sites where dredging was recommended.

Access sites at Caseville, Sebewalng, OQuanicassee, Pinconniqg, and Au
Gres also require improvements, but of lower priority. The Pinconning site
needs chaanel dredging., At Caseville adequate tolilet facilities and parking
are requlired adjacent to the fishing pler. Parking at the public ramp needs
to be better organized. This could be accomplished by gravel surfacing and
delineation of drives and parking places with coancrete bumpers. If overflow
from the public site is to be directed to nearby private launching ramps,
then a legible sign bearing a map showing the routes to the private sites
should be placed in a promlnent location at the public site entrance. At
the private sites, public tollets should be available and well marked with
slgns. Expanded parkliag areas and one additional ramp each should be added
to both the Sebewaing and Quanlcassee sites, An additional double ramp
should be added to the Au Gres site at the upriver end of the trailer
parking area. 1If the user fee for Au Gres cannot eliminated, then a
prominenf sign justifying the fee should beplaced at the entrance. Shade
trees should be planted at the Filion Road site and picnic tables placed at
Filion Road, Allen Draian, and Sebewaing on a trial basis.

Strong interest has been expressed for new access sltes at Bay City
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State Park and between Caseville and Port Austin at the mouth of the
Pianebog River. The exposed shoreline and gently sloping bottom at these
sités present significant construction and maintenance problems. Channels
must be dredged from shore to deep water. These channels must be protected
by breakwalls in order to preveat filling by sediments traasported by wave
action and aloangshore currents, Lauanching ramps must be protected from wave
action in order to enable safe retreival of boats during storms. Channels
must extend lakeward to a sufficient depth to provide access during periods
of low lake level. Development of these siteé would require capital
expenditures of about $750,000 each (MDNR estimate).

The Bay City State Park site would require approximately 400 feet of
breakwater aad 1,100 feet of dredged channel. Since there would be no
natural river current to flush the chaanel, frequent dredging is anticlpated
with an aaticipated cost (MDNR estimate) of about $125,000 per year.

Offshore sand bars at the Pinnebog site would require a longer chananel,
Ephmeral bars found at the river mouth would be displaced by breakwater
construction, but could occur at the end of the breakwall. Bar formation
could be disrupted during periods of high flow duriag spring ruanocff, but
re-establishmeat from alongshore curreant deposition during summer could
require frequeat dredging to malntain safe access to the channel.
Breakwater coastructioa could result 1n siginificaat beach erosioa aloag
adjaceat beaches to the west of the river mouth, particularily during
perlods of high lake level.

Both sites would provide significant dncreases in pﬁblic access to

Saginaw Bay 1a areas where demand is high. These sites lie within state
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park boundaries with ample room for developmment of access roads and
parking. The Bay City State Park site contains existing parking areas aear
potential ramp sites and includes approximately 250 campsites with tollets
and showers. The proximity of this park to urban areas and to éhe I-75
freeway enables ready access for large metropolitan populations in the
southeastern part of Michigan. Strong local support exists for the addition
of boat launching facilities to Bay City State Park,

The potentially high dredging costs for maintalning these sites
requires that feasibility studies to compare benefits with costs be
conducted before further development can be justified . Coastal engineering
studies are recommended to determine the rate at which channel sedimentation
would occur, frequency and scheduling of dredging, and appropriate dredging
methods to minimize cost and envirommental impact. Dredging frequencies and
costs for blind channels of similar coafiguration in Saginaw Bay should be
reviewed. Alternative funding mechanisms for iaitial constructloan and
annual maintenance should be identified.

Initial feasibility work including review of existing Saginaw Bay
dredgiag activity, methods, and costs, literature review, and preliminary
eagineering calculations using existiag data should be funded. Preliminary
projections of economic benefits should be made using output from an
economic survey of anglers presently being coanducted by Michigan State
University. If the outcome of this preliminary work suggests that further
effort is justified, then more comprehensive studies should be conducted to
provide an accurate assessmeat of sediuwentation rates aad related dredgiag
costs. Sediment transport models incorporating alongshore transport, wave
action resuspension, and shworeline structure impact functions should be used
to predict dredging frequency.
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These predictions should include an assessment of the need for unscheduled
dredging resulting from storms occurring at unusual frequencies and
intensities. Appropriate field surveys should be conducted to support the

modeling effort.

This study has shown tﬂat Saginaw Bay 1s a popular state resource and
that there curreantly exists a large demand for access to thls resource, It
has also documented the public's perception of the inadequacies of the
Individual access sites which turned out to be rather extensive, Suggestions
have been made to improve public access to Saginaw Bay by assigning
priorities to which sites should be improved first and what improvements
need to be made at these sites., The demand for public access to Saginaw Bay
is expected to increase substantially in the near future and improvements in

site facilities must be rade to accommodate this demand.
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Public Participation

Preliminary findings were presented and public input was received at
meetings with elected public officials, representatives of local government,
county planning officials, businessmen, individual citizens, and sportsmens
organizations, The following list summarizes public partlcipation meetings
and locatlons:

Bay City

Saginaw Bay Advisory Committee
Michigan United Conservation Clubs

individual citizens
Michigan DNR

Ry City
Bay Couanty Natural Resources Committee
MDNR
City of Bay city
Bay County

representives of state legislators
representatives of U. S. congressmen
MUCC

East Michigan Tourist Assoclation

Bay County Chamber of Commerce
iadividual citizens

charter boat operators

news media

Greater Saginaw Bay Fishing Consortium
Michigan Steelheaders

Bad Axe
Huron County Commissioners
news media
Huron Intermediate School District

Bayport
Village cofficials
Huroa County Commissioners
local businessmena

Caro
Tuscola Couaty Commissioners
Tuscola Couaty Plaaning Commission

Saginaw

East Central Michigan Planning Commission
ECMPDR Eavironmental Advisory Committee
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Sebewaing
Village of Sebewaing
Huron County Commissioners
MDNR
news media
local businessmen

Public input was obtained through site surveys and through aumerous

informal discussions with business people located near the access sites.

Preliminary Engineering

Sites with impaired access were idnetified early in the survey
process by ECMPDR staff. Selected sites were chosen with assistance from
the MDNR Waterways Division for preliminéry engineering studies to define
potential improvements and provide preliminary cost estimates. These
studies were coanducted by the MDNR Waterways Division Lansing staff.
Waterways Division field staff and ECMPDR staff assisted 1n field surveys.

The preliminary engineering report for the following sites constitutes
Appendix A: Pinconning State Park, Coggins Road, Allen Cut, Sumac Island,
and Filion Road. For each site information is presented on amount of
dredging req'«ired, recommended dredging methods, and potential site

improvements. Cost for improvements at each site are estimated.
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